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Reading EDSAT

In 2013, the Town of Reading asked the Dukakis
Center at Northeastern University to conduct an
analysis of its economic development prospects
using the Centerodos Eceno

Assessment Tool (EDSAT).

Today we will look at those results and see how
Reading has done in attracting industry and jobs

Dukakis Center for Urban & Regional Pokcyww.northeastern.edu/dukakiscenter
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Town of Reading:

Economic Impact of Covid-19




Town of Reading - Total Employment
2013-July 2020
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Town of Reading - Unemployment Rate
2013 - July 2020
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Looking Back: Economic Growth

In Reading: 2001-2013



Town of Reading
Change in Number dEstablishmentdy Industry Sector
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Town of Reading
Change irEmploymentby Industry Sector
2001-2013
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I Economic Development Strategies

Before we take a |
Economic Development since
2013, | etos take a
EDSAT taught us



Practical Strategies to Attract a
Retain Economic Investment:
Learning from EDSAT
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Economic Development is a collaborative
process that builds strong, adaptive
economies
andrequires leadership

Companies move to municipalities, not states

Municipal Officials
must play a critical role in attracting business
Investment, jobs, and a strong tax base
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L ocal Communities on their Own

With rising federal deficits due to Covid-

19 Stimulus Spendingé and at t
same time a call for tax cuts, there will

be little additional aid to local

communities from the federal

government
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States In Crisis

With states facing structural budget
deficits, local aid from state
governments will be in short supply In
many states
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Local Economic Development

In this new environment of fiscal
constraint, local communities will

prosper only if they are successful in
firndi ng new sources
the best way to do this Is to attract
business enterprise to town
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Bethe  for Economic
Development

Municipal leaders must initiate and
support the development process

Begi n by assessing vy
strengths and weakness

Change what you have control over

Collaborate with others on what you
can influence
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Fundamental Proposition

Cities and towns have the ability to create
their own destiny, and they can benefit from
having sophisticated partners who can help
them develop tools and information to
compete successfully.



Development of EDSAT

We surveyed corporate real estate and
development professionals on location decisions

NAIOP (National and Massachusetts Chapter)
CoreNet Global

Based on the NAIOP/CoreNet survey the Economic
Development SelAssessment Tool (EDSAT) for
municipal leaders was created
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Deal Breakers

)

City SeHAssessment

: ]

City Action

: ]

Deal Makers
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Deal Breakers

Ignorance of Changing Market
Conditionsi n T1 me t o Mar ke

Uncorrected nCogni t |
Too Little Attention to Site Deficiencies
Slow Municipal Processes

Too much reliance on Tax Breaks



NAIOP/CoreNet Survey Categorie:

Permitting Processes

_abor

Development and Operating Costs
Business Environment
Transportation and Access

Quality of Life/Social Environment
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The SelAssessment Tool (EDSAT )

The seHassessment tool includes sections on:

1. Access to Customers/Markets

2. Concentration of Businesses and Serv(éegylomeration)
3. Cost of Landimplicit/Explicit)

4. Labor

5. Municipal Process

6. Quality of LifgCommunity)

7. Quality of LifgSite Amenities)

8. Business Incentives

9. Tax Rates

10.Access to Information



Key EDSAT Results for Reading

How did Reading fare on the EDSAT gquestions
relative to Comparable Group Municipalities (CGMSs)
back in 20137



Readi ngos Strengt hs

A Highway Access: Reading has excellent highway access with 75 percent or more

of all available sites within two miles of a limited access major highway.

A Traffic: Traffic in Reading is comparable to the Comparison Group
Municipalities (CGM), but unlike the CGM, the town has regular access to a

traffic engineer or transportation planner.

A Infrastructure: Not only does Reading have sufficient capacity for growth and
reliable service for all of its utilities, but the cost for electricity is roughly half the

cost of CGM respondents.

A RentssReadingdés mix of office space include

than the CGM, indicating better overall quality office space.

A Workforce Composition: Reading has a much higher percentage of managerial

and professional workers than the CGM.

Dukakis Center for Urban & Regional Pokcyww.northeastern.edu/dukakiscenter



Readi ngos Stornprigt hs (

A Labor (available): Mor e t han half of Readingés avali

a bachel ords degree.

A Public Transit: Reading has a transit-oriented development strategy to attract

new firms within a quarter mile of public bus or rail rapid transit.

A Physical Attractiveness: Reading takes more vigorous measures to maintain the
physical attractiveness than the CGM, has a higher percentage of parks, and

involves the arts community in the design of open space.

A Quality of Office Space: Reading has a lower percentage of
contaminated/brownfield sites than the CGM and more experience with

redevelopment of such sites.

A Sites Available: Reading has a readily-accessible, up-to-date list of sites that are

available for development.

Dukakis Center for Urban & Regional Pokcyww.northeastern.edu/dukakiscenter



Readi ngos Stornprigt hs (

A Predictable Permits: Reading provides a development handbook to prospective developers.

A Citizen Participation in the Review Process: In Reading, organized neighborhood groups
slow the permitting process less than CGMs. In addition, elected officials expedite
development by facilitating community group dialogues and have stepped in to rescue

development proposals that were endangered by community opposition in the past 5 years.

A Cultural and Recreational Amenities: Unlike the CGM, Reading features a professional

repertory theater company and a symphony orchestra.
A Crime: Crime is lower for all categories in Reading than the CGM.
A Housing: The home ownership rate in Reading is higher than the CGM.

A Local Schools: Students in Reading have a higher percentage of English and Mathematics
proficiency and a higher percentage of high school graduates go on to attend a four-year
college. The town also uses assessment/proficiency tests as a measure of performance for

teacher assessments and evaluation.

Dukakis Center for Urban & Regional Pokcyww.northeastern.edu/dukakiscenter



Readi ngos Stornprigt hs (

A Local Tax Rates. Reading uses a local meals tax to pay for local services and has a flat tax

rate that is four percent lower than the CGM for commercial and industrial property.
A Rail: Reading has a commuter rail stop within its jurisdiction.

A Proximity to Universities and Research: Four major four-year institutions of higher

education are located within 10 miles of Reading.

A Permitting Ombudsman:Readi ngés town manager plays a si g

permitting process, and the town features local licenses for specific businesses.

A Website:Readi ngdés website includes more informatio

municipal process than the CGM.

Dukakis Center for Urban & Regional Pokcyww.northeastern.edu/dukakiscenter



Readi ngdos Weaknesses

A Timeliness of Approvals: Site plan reviews, zoning variances, and the appeals process take

an average of four weeks longer in Reading than in the CGM.

A Rents: Rents in Reading for all asset types and classes other than the cost for Class A office

space is higher than the CGM.

A Parking:A small er proportion of Readingo6s ava-i | abl

term on-site parking than do sites in the CGM.

A Critical Mass Firms: Reading lacks an up-to-date economic development plan or strategy,

has targeted no specific industry sectors, and does not have an industrial attraction policy.

A Cross Marketing: Reading does not have a cross-market strategy and, unlike the CGM, does
not at present engage regional planning and development organizations to participate in

marketing the town.

Dukakis Center for Urban & Regional Pokcyww.northeastern.edu/dukakiscenter




Reading Weaknesses (Co n)0 t

A Quality of Available Space: Reading has a much smaller percentage of vacant/underutilized
shopping centers and open land (greenfield) sites than the CGM, which limits opportunities for

large developments.

A Land (space): Reading has very little land available for development, including a low

percentage of parcels over 5 acres than can be industrial or commercial.

A Predictable Permits: Reading does not have a checklist of permitting requirements for

prospective developers.

A State Business Incentives: Though the state of Massachusetts offers a variety of special tax

incentives, Reading does little to help firms take advantage of them.

A Local Business Incentives: Reading does not use Tax Increment Financing or other tax

breaks. It does not participate in or offer a brownfield revolving loan fund.

Dukakis Center for Urban & Regional Pokcyww.northeastern.edu/dukakiscenter




Reading Weaknesses (Co n)0 t

A

Housing:Readi ngb6és high cost of housing and | ow

for the workers of prospective firms.

Amenities. Reading has a lower proportion of fast food restaurants, fine dining, day care
facilities, and retail shops than the CGM.

Workforce Training: Reading does not support public-private partnerships or adult education
programs to provide workforce training.

Website: Reading does not have a designated webmaster or staff person for maintaining its
website.

Vocational Education: The town does not have a vocational/technical school within its
jurisdiction like the CGM.

Rail: Reading does not have freight rail service available whereas most of the CGM does.

Dukakis Center for Urban & Regional Pokcyww.northeastern.edu/dukakiscenter
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But What Really Matters?



Factors Correlated with Greater
Establishment Growth

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN
ESTABLISHMENT GROWTH
AND
EDSAT VARIABLES

2001-2011

ES-202 DATA
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ISo e How I s Readi n

First, recall in what industries
Reading was experiencing job
growth between 2001 and 2013






